
   
 
 

   

 

Town of Cicero - Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance 
Update  

Tasks 6 & 7: Assessment of Current Zoning Regulations  
and Recommended Policy Direction 

 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
With funding and technical support from the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA), the Town of 
Cicero is updating its Zoning Code and Zoning Map as part of a new Unified Development Code (UDC). 
The UDC will build upon and advance the recommendations outlined in relevant Town planning 
efforts, including the 2017 Comprehensive Plan, 2014 Cicero Avenue Corridor Plan, and 2014 Cicero 
Connections Transit Area Implementation Plan. 
 
A Unified Development Code (UDC) is a document in which traditional zoning and subdivision 
regulations are combined with other desired Town regulations such as sign requirements, design 
guidelines, and water management.  It serves to implement the recommendations of Cicero’s recently 
adopted Comprehensive Plan, which is the leading local policy document setting forth Cicero’s long-
term vision and solutions to local economic development and zoning issues.  
 
The zoning update process is divided into several phases to be completed over 18 months.  This report 
addresses the results of the first phase of this process.  The consultant team of Savoy Consulting 
Group LLC (principal consultant) and Egret+Ox Planning LLC (sub-consultant) in phase one has 
conducted a thorough review of the Town of Cicero’s current Zoning Code and Sign Code, as well as 
any relevant plans, studies, and other materials that provide insight into the Town’s vision and goals 
for the entire community.  This review includes a review of transit-oriented development (TOD) 
principles near major commuter stations to help create a more pedestrian-friendly environment and 
support transit which the RTA and PACE have identified as important regional goals to improve access 
to transit and more sustainable development. 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of this assessment of the current zoning regulations, local conditions, and preliminary 
recommendations is to provide an overview of comments received by community stakeholders and 
residents, the consultant’s analysis of local codes, and issues for further consideration by the Zoning 
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Steering Committee.  The direction provided by the Zoning Committee will guide the creation and 
update of new zoning regulations in the next phase of work.   
 
The purpose of this phase of the project is to establish general regulatory policies that will guide the 
preparation of zoning amendments in the subsequent tasks.  The consultant team will review the 
advantages, disadvantages, and implications for the Town of Cicero regarding alternative zoning code 
approaches to address local issues.  This report identifies the various zoning issues that have been 
raised through stakeholder interviews, recommendations from staff, and the consultant’s review of 
local codes and plans, which should be addressed through the Zoning Ordinance update.  The issues 
noted below are not final recommendations but rather they are recommendations for further study.  
In addition to the policy issues listed below, other technical issues such as outdated language, 
formatting, and inconsistencies will be corrected as part of the update.  (A summary of Stakeholder 
interviews and a summary of relevant RTA and PACE planning documents are attached as appendices) 
 
Part 1:  Assessment of Current Zoning Regulations and Plans 
 
Section A:  Community Stakeholder Issues 
The following is a summary of the most common issues raised by Staff and Stakeholders during our 
interviews.  For a more complete list of issues, see Attachment 1: Cicero Stakeholder Interviews 
Summary 
 

Non-conforming Uses.  The piecemeal approach to zoning often referred to as ‘spot 
zoning,’ has led to a significant amount of legal non-conforming uses, including 
commercial uses in residential blocks, higher density residential uses in primarily single-
family neighborhoods, and residential uses in commercial/manufacturing areas, such as 
areas around 55th Court, 54th Street, 16th Street,12th Place, and Roosevelt Road.  Review 
current restrictions on additions and alterations to legal non-conforming uses to provide 
more flexibility for owners of these buildings to make improvements.  Consider allowing 
minor additions if the nonconformity is not expanded or increased and is compliant with 
current zoning bulk restrictions.   
 

o Current Situation:  Nonconforming buildings cannot be altered and additions are 
not allowed.   
  

Streamline the Development Approval Process.  Reduce the number of building 
applications requiring special zoning approvals by establishing or expanding staff authority 
to approve certain permit variations administratively, and by reducing the number of uses 
that require special zoning approvals by making more uses allowed as permitted or 
allowed ‘By-Right’  without having to go through the Zoning Board of Appeals process.   

 
o Current Situation:  If a new business opens in an existing building the regulation 

effectively prohibits such changes without securing a variance.  For example, if an 
insurance business on 35th Street sells to a vitamin shop and needed parking is 
similar, but the zoning code requires more spaces the new business needs zoning 
relief.  Consider eliminating the need for zoning approvals by making these cases 
subject to staff administrative review and approval only, with appropriate 
standards for staff to follow. 
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Update Parking Regulations.  The lack of sufficient parking in neighborhood areas, 
particularly those that include local businesses, and overly restrictive requirements placed 
on new businesses have contributed to conflicts and lack of investment.  Several ideas to 
consider include: 
 

• Reducing parking standards in Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) areas where 
people/employees can walk to transit stations.  For example, a 25% reduction in 
parking could be approved administratively.   

• Requiring all new businesses (existing and/or new construction) to provide an off-
street parking and loading plan.  Require a parking utilization study for any new 
occupancy or significant business expansion to demonstrate the availably of 
parking in the area, or encourage the Town to undertake a comprehensive parking 
plan for each business district to address near and long-term solutions. 

• For those businesses without sufficient spaces on or off-site consider requiring a 
financial contribution or payment of a fee-in-lieu into a parking fund for the 
construction of additional parking and loading facilities in areas of most need. 

• Adopt regulations to control the increase in open parking pads in the back yard, 
next to the garage, usually on a non-paved surface.  Consider standards for types 
of gate, requirements for enclosure of pads on 3 sides, hard surfaces composed of 
pervious pavers, or similar porous material.  Limit pads to not exceed the depth of 
the garage.  Address concerns over long-term storage.   

• Reduce the number of variances allowed for mechanic shops, and the number of 
such businesses allowed in an area through minimum separation between 
businesses or other zoning controls, particularly in areas along 25th and 26 streets.  
Consider limiting the number of businesses based on parking availability, and to 
certain locations in the Town.  For instance, limit mechanic shops to 
manufacturing areas with vacant lots.  Also, do not issue a business permit 
without proof that a business can provide its on-site parking or prove that there is 
an adequate supply of available parking in the area.   

 
o Current Situation:   There are no provisions in the code that provide flexibility to 

satisfy parking requirements, except for shared parking provisions in the 
Roosevelt Road corridor.  The code does not recognize the different needs or 
impacts of loading requirements between business types or sizes.  For instance, 
businesses that only get deliveries by panel truck (e.g. UPS, FedEx) may be given 
allowances for on-street loading areas in designated spaces during normal 
business hours to minimize the disruption and taking of residential parking spaces 
when most people are home.  Building improvements are discouraged by 
requiring compliance with overly restrictive parking requirements when 
“substantially altered.”  This provision discourages improvements that change the 
useful life of a building or increase its value, even when filling a vacant space by 
requiring compliance with onerous parking on site.  Providing such flexibility 
would not apply to non-conforming uses that should be eliminated.  
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Update Sign Regulations.  Need to create sign standards that both result in a more 
uniform and high-quality appearance of signs, and that is easy to understand.  Continue to 
prohibit painted surfaces, particularly plywood, with possible exceptions to be explored 
for higher quality art installations.  Consider allowing projecting signs and banners 
attached to buildings under more strict design and location standards that limit their size 
and prohibit installation above the first floor.  Continue to prohibit flashing lights and 
digital or electronic message sign boards, with the exception of large-format businesses 
and larger shopping centers along south Cicero Avenue.   
  

o Current Situation:  Projecting signs are not allowed, and digital message signs are 
in the Cermak Road and Cicero Avenue corridors only with restrictions on 
location, size, color and duration of messages as a result of changes in 2019.  No 
accommodation or distinction is given to the requirements of large-format 
businesses and shopping centers along Cicero Avenue.   

 
 
Section B:  Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
 
Cicero’s Comprehensive Plan calls out several land use strategies and 
introduces several new development types, such as TOD and mixed-use 
categories, not accounted for in the Town’s out-of-date Zoning 
Ordinance, which was comprehensively updated in 1977.  

 
New policies and zoning provisions are needed to protect 
industrial land from conversion to commercial use, which has 
been occurring in certain areas of Cicero over the last several 
decades. Industrial zoning permits a variety of commercial 
uses, which in turn works to reduce the amount of available 
industrial land.  

 
o Current Situation:  The M-2 districts function essentially as the zoning for the larger-

scale commercial, big-box areas along Cicero Avenue.  All of the commercial activity 
along Cicero Avenue with the exception of a few blocks is currently zoned M-2.   
  

Commercial zoning districts lack design criteria and standards for development character, 
including standards for storefront treatment and configurations, appropriate materials, 
landscaping, and site layout for on-site parking.  
 
 
o Current Situation:  The Roosevelt Road Form-Based Code is a good example of 

managing new development design more effectively, especially in traditional 
commercial corridors where appropriate pedestrian-oriented development can help 
strengthen and enhance the visual environment as well as enhance the attractiveness 
and walkability of the commercial districts.  Many of the features of this code will 
provide the basis for application to Cicero’s other commercial districts, with the 
exception of the large-format retail uses along South Cicero Avenue.   
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A new zoning classification is needed for institutional uses, schools, and community 
facilities to plan for the development of such uses more efficiently and to reduce land use 
conflicts between such uses and those of higher development intensity.    

o Current Situation:  Public and institutional uses are either permitted (e.g. places of 
worship, recreational facilities, public schools) or are allowed by special use permit 
(e.g. hospitals, libraries, private schools) in all residential districts, and as permitted 
uses in all commercial districts.  The Plan recommends creating and applying one or 
more new zoning classifications focused on public and quasi-public facilities, such as 
parks, open spaces, fire stations, schools, and similar uses. This type of “Public and 
Institutional” zoning classification would help to ensure that the Town’s zoning map 
conveys an accurate message about the range of uses and activities that may occur on 
lands designated for public, quasi-public and civic uses.   

 
Consideration should be given to creating a new “neighborhood mixed-use” zoning 
classification that would replace the current C-1 Neighborhood Commercial District.  The 
intent is to allow a broad range of residential and neighborhood-serving commercial uses, 
to support efforts to reuse and rehabilitate older commercial buildings, while respecting 
established neighborhood character. 

 
o Current Situation:  Reduced or eliminated parking requirements could help support 

small businesses and ensure the preservation of the walkable, low-impact character of 
such areas.  Amending existing residential zoning districts to allow reuse of older 
converted storefront buildings by small neighborhood-serving retail stores, subject to 
reasonable criteria.  

 
Modernize parking regulations by incorporating best practices including allowing the use 
of pervious paving materials and bio-retention areas within parking lots.  Consider 
establishing maximum parking ratios for defined land uses and reducing minimums for 
some categories, including retail, administrative/ professional offices, and restaurants.  
Promote shared parking and allowing greater flexibility for meeting parking and 
transportation access demands, including minimum bicycle parking requirements.  Explore 
incentivizing (non-motorized) travel reduction strategies; enhancements for bike, 
pedestrian, and transit access. 

 
o Current Situation:  Non-permeable surfaces are currently not allowed.  Shared parking, 

reduced parking near transit, and requirements for bikes are currently part of the 
Roosevelt Road Form-based Code.    

 
Section C:  Zoning & Other Relevant Town Code Issues  
 
In addition to those issues and recommendations identified in the Town’s Comprehensive Plan and by 
Town staff and community stakeholders, the consultant team has reviewed all relevant sections of the 
Town Code and has toured the community to identify other issues that should be addressed in the 
new Unified Development Code.  Below is a summary of the consultant’s findings:   
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Zoning Code 

• Consolidate standards into appropriate sections of the Code to avoid duplication and conflicts.  
For example, the expiration of special uses in Section 2.B.4 should be moved to Section 8 – 
Administration, part E - Special Use Permits.  And Section 2.D  - Substandard lots should be 
consolidated with non-conforming uses in Section 2.M.   
 

• Reorganize and Streamline the Code to be more user-friendly.   
Combine Zoning, Subdivision, and any other relevant ordinances (signs, landscape, 
stormwater) into the Unified Development Code.  
 

o Create a more streamlined and consistent review process for planned unit 
developments, special uses, and variations through the site plan review process. 

o Combine all zoning district regulations into one Section and remove the list of uses 
under each zoning district by creating a centralized use list that identifies all 
permitted, special and accessory uses for each zoning district.   

o Create one bulk table to summarize bulk standards for all zoning districts 
o Incorporate graphics to better illustrate definitions, requirements, guidelines, and 

standards.     
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• Allow and promote the use of green elements and technology. 
Incorporate ‘green’ and energy-efficient elements such as wind turbines, solar panels, 
‘alternative’ stormwater management (rain gardens, bioswales, pervious paving), and LEED 
building standards   

  
• Update and simplify the lists of permitted and 

special uses to better reflect current market 
conditions and technology trends.  
Condense the existing extensive list of various 
land uses into broader use categories.  Broad 
category use lists do not become out of date, 
and thus eliminates the requirement of 
constant amendments.  The principal benefit 
of this approach is to regulate uses, especially 
by size, to ensure capability with and reduce 
impact upon surrounding uses.   

  
• Establish lighting standards for parking areas 

in all districts. 
The adoption of lighting standards ensures 
that light levels are appropriate for the use 
and site. Typical lighting standards address 
glare onto adjacent properties, fixture design 
(fully shielded, full cut-off), and minimum and 
average light levels measured at the property 
line.  Lighting standards only exist in the 
Roosevelt Road Form-based district.  
 

• Establish a Site Plan Review process for all commercial, industrial and multiple-family uses. 
The purpose of the site plan review process is to establish a set of comprehensive procedures 
and standards for the review of all non-single family development in the Town; to ensure new 
development is of a high design through landscaping and design standards; and to enhance 
the economic value of the Town.  Establish procedures for Site Plan Review to allow for 
administrative approval for permitted uses.  This practice now only applies to uses within the 
Roosevelt Road Form-based district.  
  

• Revise minimum lot area exceptions. 
The exception to minimum lot area in Section 2.P appears to conflict with the non-conforming 
provisions in 2.M that restrict the use and buildings on substandard lots.  
  

• Review lot coverage standards that restrict the amount of a lot that can be covered with 
impervious surfaces.  
Limitations placed on the amount of a lot that can be covered with pavement or buildings are 
intended to both reduce flooding and provide green space.  Properties in residential areas are 
increasingly being used for car storage, entertainment areas/patios, and storage sheds, all of 
which reduce green space.  Consider will be given to both reducing lot coverage requirements 
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and exploring alternative methods to allow more uses while limiting flooding, such as the use 
of permeable pavers and other similar materials.  
 

• Update standards for residential districts that modify or clarify existing regulations or address 
deficiencies, including but not limited to: 

  
o Modify existing residential districts to conform with the recommended land use 

categories in the Comprehensive Plan. 
o Establish location criteria for local neighborhood-oriented commercial uses, such as 

small grocery stores, to minimize conflicts within residential blocks. 
o Establish height limits for multiple-family uses in the R2 district and create separate 

standards for multiple-family buildings by eliminating references to single-family and 
two-family use standards. 

o Establish limits on the size of wholesale, warehouse and distribution uses in the R3 
district to ensure compatibility with residential uses.   

o The point system for density bonuses in the R4 district appears to apply to large 
redevelopment sites in suburban settings and not more typical infill projects in more 
urban places as Cicero.  Density bonuses for the dedication of street right-of-way and 
landscape buffers are typical development requirements and should not be subject to 
points.  Consider adding bonus incentives for the elimination of nonconforming uses.   

 Examination of the development potential on a 1 acre site suggests that the 
application of the existing R4 bulk standards would not permit a 12 story 
building to be constructed at the 5.0 FAR allowed.  Preliminary analysis of a 
12-story building, with 20,000 sq. ft./floor to accommodate the density 
allowed at 217 units/acre would require a 240,000 sq. ft. building, exceeding 
the FAR, which does not include the potential need for structured parking.  
Therefore, with these standards in place, there is no need for or no purpose 
for density incentives.   
 According to Town staff no building in Town can exceed 9 stories due to the 

limitations of current fire fighting equipment.  Buildings exceeding 9 stories 
would require an impact fee to acquire new fire trucks to serve taller 
buildings. 

 
• Update standards for commercial districts that modify or clarify existing regulations or address 

deficiencies, including but not limited to: 
  

o Modify existing commercial districts to conform with the recommended land use 
categories in the Comprehensive Plan. 

o Eliminate the ability to build single-family uses in the C-1 district. 
o Consider removing the following uses as they conflict with the neighborhood-oriented 

purpose of the C-1 district and limited parking availability:  auto service stations and 
laundries, banquet halls located on the first floor or over a certain size, stone slab 
fabricating, and drive-in and drive-through facilities. 

o Consider eliminating residential uses on the first-floor, or allow only as a special use if 
commercial spaces remain vacant for more than 6 months, and the owner provides 
evidence of unsuccessful marking efforts.   
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• Update standards for manufacturing districts that modify or clarify existing regulations or 
address deficiencies, including but not limited to:  
 

o Areas where most land use conflicts arise are in districts zoned for manufacturing uses 
or residential areas that contain incompatible manufacturing uses.  For instance, the 
M-1 district allows for single-family uses on single lots.  Consider eliminating this 
provision and address the ability of owners of non-conforming single-family buildings 
to continue to reside in these locations under the restrictions for all other non-
conforming uses in Section 2. 

 

 
E. 20th Street  

 
o As noted above under the Comprehensive Plan recommendations, remove shopping 

centers as an allowable use in manufacturing districts, by rezoning existing shopping 
areas into a new district better suited for large shopping areas along south Cicero Ave. 

 
• Clarity needs to be established regarding the roles and responsibilities of the Zoning Board of 

Appeals (ZBA), the Plan Commission, and the Roosevelt Road Committee. 
 

o Without a functioning Plan Commission, many of the planning responsibilities are 
taken on by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Roosevelt Road Committee.   

o The Code references the responsibilities of a planning department, but the Town 
currently places these responsibilities under the Building Commissioner, legal 
department, and project management and development department. 

o Currently, the ZBA has broad authority for review of all zoning matters, including 
amendments to the comprehensive plan and zoning code, although amendments to 
the comprehensive plan appear to also be under the purview of the Plan Commission.  
This confusion also occurs within Section 9 – Planned Developments. 

o Consideration should be given to merging the functions of the ZBA and Plan 
Commission, under a new Planning and Zoning Commission.  Special projects, such as 
the update of the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code can continue to be managed 
by a special ad-hoc committee, such as the current Roosevelt Road committee, with 
final approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

o Inconsistencies exist in the processes for various zoning approvals and/or zoning code 
or zoning map amendments.  A unified process and submittal requirements should be 
established, with appropriate exceptions to account for the differences between 
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special use permit, variance, rezoning, and planned development applications.  All 
applications should be processed through the Zoning Administrator or his/her 
designee. 

o Consideration should be given to establishing time-frames or limits on the length of 
time to secure zoning approvals to ensure a fair due process.  The only mention of 
such a time limit is for Special Use Permits where the Town Board must vote on an 
application with 35 days of a decision of the ZBA, and for Planned Developments 
which requires the ZBA or Plan Commission to vote within 90 days of a complete 
submittal and make a recommendation within 60 days after holding the public 
hearing.  In all instances there a time limit is established, the Code should allow for 
extensions if mutually agreed to by the Town and petitioner. 

 
• The listing of fees, as founding in Section 10, provides practical difficultly in revising such fees 

without a formal public hearing, as is not recommended practice in most communities.  
 

o The Section lists redundant and potentially conflicting application requirements found 
in other sections of the Code for variances, special uses, and amendments.  This 
includes references for required transcripts at public hearings, that should also be 
incorporated into other relevant sections of the Code. 

o Consider eliminating this Section to allow more flexibility to change the fee schedule 
without amending the Zoning Code  

 
• The Roosevelt Road corridor form-based code provides many provisions that will serve as a 

model for other neighborhood and larger commercial districts in the Town.    
   

o The building façade elements provide a solid basis for architectural design standards 
to be applied throughout the Town’s commercial districts. 

o Signs standards should be combined with all other sign code requirements for 
consistency and uniformity to be applied to all commercial districts.  For instance, 
projecting signs are allowed. 

o Permitted uses are listed by development or building type, but also reference use lists 
in Section 10 which appears to be old section references.  Further, consideration 
should be given to eliminating this section or combining it with uses lists in Section 4-6 
to avoid overlapping or redundant regulations.  Furthermore, this use list will be 
outdated once the new simplified, categorical approach for uses is implemented in 
the UDC as recommended above. 

o Standards for parking are not necessary and should reference Section 7 to avoid 
confusion and redundancy. 

o As recommended above, provisions for shared parking and cooperative parking 
should be incorporated in Section 7 for all districts. 

o Requirements for streetscape amenities should be applied to all business districts and 
possibly manufacturing districts or create different standards for manufacturing 
districts. 

o The outdoor lighting and screening requirements under the Site Development 
Regulations should apply to all districts. 

o The administrative process provisions, particularly for Site Plan Review, should apply 
to all districts.  This section gives Town staff/Building Commission administrative 
review and approval authority for all projects subject to site plan review. 
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o Table 13 that establishes form standards by building type should be incorporated with 
other bulk standards in the section.  

 
Analysis of Variations and Special Uses 
 
Our review and analysis of prior variations and special use cases over the past five years (2015 to 
present) provide additional important information to determine any zoning patterns that should be 
addressed in the Zoning Code update process.  The following is a summary of cases:  
 

Table of Variations and Special Uses from 2015 – 2021 (February) 
Variations* Most Common Variation Special 

Uses** 
Most Common Special Use Approvals  

91 Total 
Variations; 
4 Parking 
Variations; 
85 Fence 
Variations; 
1 Height 
Variation for a 
tele-
communication 
facility; 
1 – 3 unit 
building in R1 

Rear Yard Fence height – 6 ft. 
(30);  
Side Yard Fence height – 6 ft. 
(69)  
Front Yard fence height – 4 ft. 
(23) with requirement that 
fence be wrought iron.  3 fence 
variations were allowed at 5 ft.  
1 steel picket fence for a 
parking lot was allowed at 6 
feet. 
 
Note:  Fences are not allowed 
in the front yard in residential 
districts.  In January 2020 the 
Town amended the Code to 
permit 6 ft high fences in side 
and rear yards.  

11 Total 
Special Use 
Permits 

M1 & M2 Manufacturing district (4); 
R1 – Residential district (4); 
C2 – Commercial district (1); 
R4 – Mixed-use district (1); 
RR-A – Roosevelt Rd. district (1) 
 
Note:  The only use that had a 
recurrent need for a special use permit 
is telecommunications facilities 
typically involving the replacement or 
addition of equipment to existing 
facilities.   

 

*Some addresses have multiple variations  
 
 Sign Code (Chapter 6: Advertising, Article IV – Signs and Graphics) 
 

• Standards for signs should be updated to reflect current industry practice, to provide 
consistency and clarity in administration, and reflect current desires. 
  

o Update and expand definitions for all sign 
types, including adding graphic illustrations. 

o Review illumination requirements based on 
foot-lamberts.  This unit of measurement is 
typically used by the motion picture industry to 
determine light levels reflected from movie 
screens.  The more typical standard for light 
level measurement is foot-candles.   

o Consider adding a distinction between wall sign 
for the purpose of displaying a commercial 
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message, and art installations that would be 
limited to a percentage of the wall area, and 
limited to window opening only to avoid paintings 
on buildings. 

  
o Current regulations for 

projecting signs reference 
compliance with 
requirements for wall 
signs which effectively 
prohibits these types of signs. 

o The removal of discontinued signs for businesses no longer active should occur with 
30 days of business closure, not only when written notice is given by the Town. 

o Consider amortizing nonconforming signs, requiring removal with 5-7 years.  Also, 
consider providing incentive provisions to encourage removal. 

o To streamline regulations and enhance the ease of use for businesses, consolidate 
sign standards into a tabular format.  
 

 
 

o Consider adding different size standards for electronic message signs versus other 
types of non-electronic signs, including height and surface area. 

o Consider eliminating the allowance of inflatable balloons in the R3 and R4 zoning 
districts. 
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• Update regulations to bring them into consistency with recent court decisions regarding 
content neutrality.  
   

o Compliance with the 2015 landmark U.S. Supreme Court case is essential in updating 
the Town’s Sign Regulations to ensure that the Town is not subject to lawsuits.  In the 
case of Reed v. Town of Gilbert, the U.S. Supreme Court clarified when municipalities 
may impose content-based restrictions on signage.  The principal decision is that 
communities cannot regulate signs base on the content or message displayed.  This is 
based on the freedom of speech protections under the 1st and 14th Amendments, 
including content relating to religious, political, or ideological messaging.   

 
Subdivisions (Chapter 86), Environment (Chapter 38), and Business Regulations (Chapter 26)  
 

• Several other related sections of the Town Code should be considered when preparing the 
new UDC to consolidate development related sections and cross-reference relevant 
regulations to ensure consistency and avoid conflicts.  
 

o Expand and update definitions in the Subdivision Code and cross reference Chapter 1, 
Section 1.2. 

o Update the submittal process for Subdivisions to be consistent with other 
administrative procedures for zoning applications, including review by the new 
planning and zoning board of appeals.   

o Add final plat submittal requirements and clarify the approval process for 
subdivisions, including the timing of steps in the process. 

o Add additional section references for street construction standards, and clarify the 
difference between tentative and preliminary plats in the Subdivision Code. 

o Move Article IV Stormwater Detention requirements in Environment chapter to the 
new UDC under the subdivision regulations. 

o Cross reference standards for various business types in the Business Chapter 26 in the 
list of permitted and special uses for zoning districts. 

 
 
Part 2:  Zoning Recommendations 
 
The following list is a summary of the most important or significant zoning issues that have emerged 
through this initial phase of the zoning update process.  The issues identified below are not intended 
to address all of the findings and recommendations in this report.  These issues are the result of a 
combination of inputs from community stakeholders, Town staff, input from Cicero residents, 
recommendations contained in the Comprehensive Plan, and analysis of relevant codes by the 
consultant team.  These issues will serve as the focus of continued discussion with the Zoning Steering 
Committee on March 24, 2021.   
 
The purpose of this report is to establish general regulatory policies that will guide the preparation of 
zoning amendments in the subsequent tasks.  The goal of the Zoning Steering Committee meeting is 
to establish consensus on the regulatory policy issues identified in this report and summarized below 
that will guide the preparation of zoning amendments in the next phase of work.  For each zoning 
issue identified below our team will facilitate a discussion to address the following:  
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• What is the zoning issue? What is the regulatory purpose behind the issue?  
• How is the issue currently being addressed in Cicero?  
• What are the potential courses of action available to resolve this issue? 

  
1. Provide Flexibility for the Expansion of Non-conforming Uses 

 
Current Situation:   Nonconforming buildings cannot be altered and additions are not allowed.   
  
Recommendation:   Modify current restrictions on additions and alterations to legal non-

conforming uses to provide more flexibility for owners of these buildings to 
make improvements.  Allow minor additions if the nonconformity is not 
expanded or increased and is compliant with current zoning bulk restrictions.  
For example, a second-story addition would be allowed on an existing 
nonconforming home in the R-1 single-family district if the existing home is 
only setback 13 feet from the street, rather than the minimum required 
setback of 15 feet.  The second story addition would have to maintain the 13 
foot setback to not increase the nonconforming front yard setback. 

  
2. Authorize the use of Administrative Variances   
 

Current Situation:  Business and residential property owners are subject to permit delays due to 
the need to secure variances or special use approvals even for small projects 
or new businesses in existing buildings as the result of outdated or 
inappropriate parking requirements.  Zoning hearings for minor changes in 
use result in costly delays and an excessive number of cases to be reviewed by 
the ZBA.  

  
 Recommendation:  Reduce the number of building applications requiring special zoning approvals 

by the Zoning Board of Appeals by expanding staff authority to approve 
certain variations administratively, subject to appeal to the ZBA.  Staff would 
be given a limited list of minor variations that can be granted administratively 
by the Zoning Administrator, with standards for review to guide staff 
decisions, including procedures for notice.  All decisions of the Zoning 
Administrator may be appealed to the ZBA.     

 
3. Create Flexible Parking Regulations   
 

Current Situation:  There are no provisions in the Code that provide flexibility to satisfy parking 
requirements, except for shared parking provisions in the Roosevelt Road 
corridor, and loading requirements particularly in neighborhood areas where 
the existing pattern of buildings does not provide for on-site loading.  The 
code does not recognize the different needs or impacts of loading 
requirements between business types or sizes.  The Code does not provide for 
relief or reduced parking for uses within walking distance to transit stations or 
bus stops. 
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Recommendations:  Provide allowance for businesses to use designated on-street loading zones 
during normal business hours to minimize business disruption and conflicts 
with residential parking needs.  Modify the “substantially altered” 
requirements when building improvements or occupancy of existing 
storefronts are required to comply with parking.  Only require compliance 
with parking in these areas when the change in use requires a substantially 
greater amount of parking, such as a change from a small grocer to a large 
banquet facility.  Providing such flexibility would not apply to non-conforming 
uses that should be eliminated.    

 
 Reducing parking standards in Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) areas 

where people/employees can walk to transit stations.  For example, a 25% 
reduction in parking could be approved administratively.   

 
 For those businesses without sufficient spaces on or off-site consider requiring 

a financial contribution or payment of a fee-in-lieu into a parking fund for the 
construction of additional parking and loading facilities in areas of most need. 

 
4. Expand the Types of Signs Allowed.   

 
Current Situation:  Projecting signs are not allowed, and digital message signs are allowed only in 

the Cermak Road and Cicero Road corridors.  No accommodation or 
distinction is given to the requirements of large-format businesses and 
shopping centers along Cicero Road.  

 
Recommendations: Create a distinction for types of wall signs between those that display a 

commercial message and art installations that would be limited to a 
percentage of the wall area and limited to window openings only to avoid 
paintings on buildings.  Allow projecting signs and banners attached to 
buildings under more strict design and location standards that limit their size 
and prohibit installation above the first floor.   Consider expanding the use of 
electronic message sign boards for large-format businesses and larger 
shopping centers along south Cicero Avenue.   

  
5. Establish Design Standards for All Commercial Districts 

 
Current Situation:  Other than the uses located along Roosevelt Road, commercial zoning districts 

lack design criteria and standards for development character, including 
standards for storefront treatment and configurations, appropriate materials, 
landscaping, and site layout for on-site parking.   

  
Recommendation: The Roosevelt Road Form-Based Code requires compliance with both site 

design/building orientation, landscaping, screening, and general building 
design standards that should be applied to all commercial districts in Cicero, 
with the exception of the large-format retail uses along South Cicero Avenue. 
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6. Allow the Use of Green Development and Technology 
 

Current Situation:  The Zoning Code does not have the necessary incentives, nor standards to 
implement the use of green and energy-efficient elements or technology.  
Wind turbines and solar panels are not listed as permitted accessory 
structures in any zoning district.  The height limitation of 17’ for accessory 
structures might limit wind turbines, and existing setback standards do not 
provide adequate safety measures to protect adjacent owners or the public.  

 
Recommendations: There are three ways to implement green technology into the Zoning Code; 1) 

removing existing obstacles, 2) creating incentives, and 3) enacting the 
necessary standards.   

 
1. Remove obstacles from the existing Zoning Code to allow for the 

implementation of green and energy-efficient elements:  
 

a. Incorporate ‘green’ and energy-efficient elements such as wind 
turbines, solar panels, ‘alternative’ stormwater management (rain 
gardens, bioswales, pervious paving), and LEED building standards as 
permitted uses in all districts.  

b. Allow for small-scale wind turbines, geothermal units, and solar 
panels as accessory structures and allow them to exceed 15’ in height.  

c. Allow (or encourage) the use of impervious parking surfaces where 
appropriate: overflow parking areas, driveways, fire lanes 

d. Allow (or encourage) the use of green infrastructure for stormwater 
management: rain gardens, rain barrels, bioswales, pervious paving, 
and other rainwater harvesting practices. 

e. Permit urban and community gardening on separate zoning lots or 
municipal properties.   

f. Modify accessory use setbacks to provide for the safe installation of 
solar and wind equipment. 
 

2. Create incentives to promote the implementation of green and energy-
efficient elements: 

 
a. Provide incentives through the Planned Unit Development process for 

the allowance of increased height or density in exchange for the 
provision of green and energy-efficient elements.  These elements 
include but are not limited to:  

1) Green roofs 
2) LEED-certified buildings 
3) Green infrastructure 

b. Allow community gardens. 
c. Provide priority parking for hybrid vehicles at public parking 

structures.   
d. Reduce or eliminate permitting fees for green infrastructure, small 

wind turbines, solar panels, etc.  
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3. Enact Standards to require the implementation of green and energy-
efficient elements: 

 
a. Require larger landscape parking islands in parking lots.  
b. Require large-scale developments to meet a portion of the 

stormwater management requirements through “green” 
infrastructure practices (bioswales, rain gardens, rain barrels, pervious 
paving).   

c. Require minimum common open space set-asides for Planned Unit 
Developments and large subdivisions.  

d. Require the use of native plants in stormwater areas. 
e. Require bicycle parking. 

 
7. Establish Lighting Standards to Apply to All Districts 
 

Current Situation:  Maximum lighting standards at the property line only exist for properties in 
the Roosevelt Road Form-based districts.  The International Energy 
Conservation Code provides maximum light levels for the entire site by zone 
area.  Generally, parking lots in residential areas and neighborhood business 
districts are limited to 4 foot-candles, and 8 foot-candles in high-activity 
commercial corridors. 

 
Recommendations: The adoption of lighting standards ensures that light levels are appropriate for 

the use and site.  Establish light level standards that address glare onto 
adjacent properties, fixture design (fully shielded, full cut-off), and minimum 
and average light levels measured at the property line.   Examples from 
comparable communities are provided below. 

 
Standard Berwyn LaGrange Oak Park 

Max Illum. 
Levels Yes Yes Yes 

 - Auto 
Dealerships 10 fc1 - 1 fc 

Pole Height 16’ non-residential district  
8’ residential district - 20 feet 

Property 
Lines (max) 

0.5 fc residential districts; 
1 fc Non-residential 

districts 
3 fc for parking lots 1 fc 

Fixture 
Design  Full-cutoff/Shielded,  LED - Full-cutoff (not more than 75°) 

Photometric 
Plan Req. Yes - Yes 

 
8. Provide Flexibility in Lot Coverage Standards 
 

 
1 One foot-candle (fc) of light is the amount of light that a candle generates one foot away from the light source.  
Light levels are measured at the property line. 
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Current Situation:  Standards in the R1 – R3 districts allow for lot coverages of 50% for interior 
lots, and 65% for corner lots.  Uses in the R4 district can occupy 100% of the 
lot.  Commercial and manufacturing districts do not have coverage 
requirements.  

 
 A typical residential lot in the northeast 

part of Town at 1331 S. 50th Avenue (see 
images below) is an example of a home 
and detached garage that occupies 57% 
of the lot (lot coverage).  It appears that 
a patio existing between the home and 
garage increased the total impervious 
surface coverage to 70%.  (These values 
are estimates taken from air photos on 
the County GIS) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
Recommendations: Lot coverage standards restrict the amount of a lot that can be covered with 

impervious surfaces.  Limitations placed on the amount of a lot that can be 
covered with pavement or buildings are intended to both reduce flooding and 
provide green space.  Properties in residential areas are increasingly being 
used for car storage, entertainment areas/patios, and storage sheds, all of 
which reduce green space.   Below are lot coverage standards from 
comparable communities. 
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Standard Berwyn Lyons Brookfield 

Lot Coverage Yes Yes Yes 

Commercial 
districts  No No 

Commercial corridors – 60%, 
with an additional 40% if 

permeable 
 

Downtown/Mixed-Use district - 
90%, with an additional 10% if 

permeable 
Industrial 
districts No No No 

Residential 
districts 

R1, R2 – 65% 
R3 – 75% 
R4 – 85% 

R1 – 50% (30% in rear 
yards) 

R2, R3 – 65% (40% in rear 
yards) 

Mixed-use Neighborhood  – 
75%, with an additional 10% if 

permeable 
Residential lots – 70% for corner 

lots, 60% interior lots 
Additional 100 sq. ft. not 

counted for assessor storage 
units 

Fixture 
Design  Full-cutoff/Shielded,  LED - Full-cutoff (not more than 75°) 

Photometric 
Plan Req. Yes - Yes 

 
9. Consolidate the Functions of the ZBA and Plan Commission 
 

Current Situation:  Although the Code establishes roles and responsibilities for a Plan 
Commission, the Town has been operating without this commission.  Without 
a functioning Plan Commission, many of the planning responsibilities are 
taken on by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Roosevelt Road Committee.  
Currently, the ZBA has broad authority for review of all zoning matters, 
including amendments to the comprehensive plan and zoning code, although 
amendments to the comprehensive plan appear to also be under the purview 
of the Plan Commission.  This confusion also occurs within Section 9 – Planned 
Developments.  

 
Recommendations: Combine the functions of the ZBA and Plan Commission, under a new Planning 

and Zoning Commission.  Special projects, such as the update of the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code can continue to be managed by a 
special ad-hoc committee, such as the current Roosevelt Road committee, 
with final approval by the Planning and Zoning Commission. 

 
 
 
 
Submitted by:  
Konstantine T. Savoy, AICP     
President       
Savoy Consulting Group LLC 
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